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Release Weekly Conference Call Minutes

March 9, 2010
Participants:
	Angela Vasquez
	CDSS
	Joyce Humphrey
	CWS/CMS App

	Bill Leach
	LA
	Kelly Cross
	San Bernardino 

	Cheryl Davis
	CWS/CMS App
	Lynda Ross
	Orange

	Chris Hanners
	IBM
	Maria Flores
	San Bernardino

	Cindy Jensen
	San Diego
	Michael Weinrick
	San Diego

	Claudia Contreras
	Orange
	Michele Stern
	Orange

	Colin Kelley
	CWS/CMS App
	Nora O’Hara
	CWS/CMS App

	David Divelbiss
	Fresno
	Pam Murphy
	Solano

	David Plassman
	Fresno
	Pam Wilson
	Contra Costa

	Donecia Wright
	CWS/Web
	Richard Chu
	IBM

	Dorinda Wiseman
	CDSS
	Robbie Odom
	LA

	Elaine Higgs
	San Diego
	Shane Oberlin
	IBM

	Frank Fox
	CDSS
	Stacy Kilpatrick
	IBM

	George Tocher
	CWS/Web
	Tammie Ostroski
	Sacramento

	Gina Blakemore
	CWS/CMS Trng
	Theresa Howell
	CWS/CMS Trng

	Helen Landgraver
	IBM
	Turid Gregory-Furlong
	CDSS

	Joe Magruder
	UCB
	Velanda Hoffman
	Placer

	Joell Reed
	CWS/CMS Trng
	William Dai
	San Mateo

	
	
	
	


Review of Minutes

There were no minutes to review at this conference call.
R6.4 Issues Discussed

SCR 8432 – Probation Access to CWS/CMS
Issue #67 - When a client who has been sealed in the SOC 158 application has their SOC 158 info migrated to Client Services, what would you like to happen to that client's sealed status? Should it be determined by that client's involvement in cases and/or referrals which is how all non-SOC 158 client's sensitivity is determined?  The group agreed to display an error message when the client's placements are migrated: 'This client was sealed in the SOC158 application.  If you want this client's information to remain sealed, go to the Action menu and select Limit Access.'
The State has requested a report listing information for those clients that are currently marked as sealed in the SOC 158 application and that do not have a connection to any case or referral. Since this report will contain confidential information, a hard copy of the report will be given directly to Ben Ampong for sharing with counties that may be impacted.
Issue #68 – The group was asked if any of the new fields that have been added to the Non-CWD page of the Placement notebook should be included in the NavTool?  The group agreed to modify the previously accepted error message used when the Current Case Plan Goal is selected in NavTool to the following: ‘In order to fulfill this requirement, either 1) Click 'No', then exit the NavTool and go to the Non-CWD page of the placement notebook to enter the Current Case Plan Goal or 2) Click 'Yes' to create an In-Effect case plan.

Would you like to create an In-Effect Case Plan?’
Issue #78 – Per the JAD on 1/20/10, would you like to revise the error messages that display when an invalid Client Disposition Reason is selected to instead refer to the specific Client Disposition Reason they should select? This applies to errors 9832, 9833, and 9840.  The group agreed to include the specific Client Disposition Reason in the error message.  This supersedes previous issues regarding invalid client disposition error messages.  Updating verbiage based on JAD request.
Issue #80 – For 6.4 we have a rule that makes the Tribe field on the Non-CWD page mandatory if the Agency Responsible is 'LA-Indian Child Welfare'. However, there are 10 active Placement Episodes (PEs) that currently have an Agency Responsible of 'LA-Indian Child Welfare'. The Tribe field would now become mandatory when viewing a placement in that placement episode and the user may not be able to select a Tribe because that page is now editable only for users that have Non-CWD privilege. Would you like to instead make the Tribe field enabled and not mandatory for any existing PEs that have an Agency Responsible of 'LA-Indian Child Welfare', and make Tribe mandatory only if the Agency Responsible of 'LA-Indian Child Welfare' is newly-selected?  The group decided that when an Agency Responsible of 'LA-Indian Child Welfare' or 'Indian Child Welfare' is selected, enable the Tribe field and make it optional.  The Tribe combo box cannot be mandatory because CDSS must mark a Tribe as 'Available for Indian Child Welfare Placement' in order to populate the Tribe combo box.
Issue #81 – Please confirm that the user does not need to have Non-CWD privilege to be able to select 'Child Already in a Non-CWD Case'.  The group confirmed that a user does not need to have Non-CWD privilege to be able to select 'Child Already in a Non-CWD Case'.
Issue #82 – R - 09767 sets the Intervention Reason when a child is promoted to case and the perpetrator is a parent who has alcohol, drug, or mental health issues. Please confirm this rule should be executed only when promoting to a CWD-CWS case and not when promoting to a Non-CWD case.  The group confirmed that this rule should be executed only when promoting to a CWD-CWS case and not when promoting to a Non-CWD case.
Issue #83 – Should the application allow end users to migrate open SOC 158 placement episodes into an open CWD case?  The group decided not to allow the migration, and to display the following error message:
'An open SOC 158 placement episode exists for this client. You cannot migrate an open SOC 158 placement episode into a County Welfare Department case. Either change the Intervention Reason to Non-CWD or end the SOC 158 placement episode. (OK)'
Issue #84 – In the SOC 158 application there is no field that corresponds to the Agreement Effective Date that exists in the Placement notebook in Client Services. When opening an ended SOC 158 placement in Client Services the user will get a missing mandatory. Should we not require an Agreement Effective Date if the Placement has a SOC 158 Agency Responsible Type?  The group determined that the Agreement Effective Date should remain optional for SOC 158 placement episodes that have been migrated.
Issue #85 – If a case closure is pending approval, or pending higher approval, should we disable the ‘Migrate SOC 158 Info’ menu item?  The group agreed to disable the Migrate SOC 158 Info menu item if the case closure has started the approval process.
Issue #86 – In the SOC 158 application a user can end a Placement with a reason of 'Other'. In Client Services if the placement is ended with 'Other', then a Description is mandatory. Should we perform a data recovery to insert a Description on those placements that ended with a reason of 'Other'? If so, then should this be an ongoing data recovery?  The group agreed to perform a data recovery when R6.4 goes to production to insert a Placement Change Description for existing SOC158 placements that have a placement Change Reason of Other:  'Migrated data.  Description not required for placement created in SOC 158 application.'

Future SOC 158 placements saved with a placement change reason of ‘Other’ will automatically have the placement change description set to the text above.
Issue #87 – Today in the SOC 158 application a user can enter a Placement Episode Termination Reason without entering a Placement Change Reason and the Placement Change Reason remains blank. (R - 06226) In Client Services the application requires a Placement Change Reason if the Placement Episode Termination Reason is entered. (R - 05931) If the user migrates the ended SOC 158 placement episode into Client Services and then views the ended Placement Episode, the Placement Change Reason will appear as a missing mandatory. Would you like to perform a data recovery to populate the Placement Change Reasons that are missing in the SOC 158 application? If so, then should this be an ongoing data recovery?  The group decided that for SOC 158 placements missing a Placement Change reason, perform a data recovery to populate the placement change reason based on the placement episode termination reason (R-05931).  Perform this data recovery prior to the data recovery for issue 86.

For future placements, automatically set the Placement Change Reason, if it is blank, based on the Placement Episode Termination Reason (R-05931).  Perform this processing prior to the processing identified in issue 86.
Issue #88 – If a user migrates an open SOC 158 placement into Client Services, do you want the Service Program field to always reflect the value that existed when the placement was migrated since the current service component can be viewed/edited on the Service Component page of the Case Info notebook?  To avoid confusion, the group agreed to remove the Service Program field from the Non-CWD page. 
Because this field gets populated with the current service component whenever a new 6 Mo. Review Date is entered, it may not reflect historical information and does not belong in this frame.  In addition, in Client Services, the current service component must be entered for a case, so the Service Program field is not needed.
If we modify rules to not update the Service Program field to reflect the current service component and to have it display the value that was entered in the SOC 158 application, then persons that pull data using this attribute (PLCMNT_EPISODE_FCIS_PERDC_REVW.Service_Component_Type) will no longer be able to rely on this attribute to reflect the actual service component.  
Issue #89 – In Client Services, if the Placement Episode ended with a reason of 'Incarcerated' and the Placement Change Reason is blank, do you want to set the Placement Change Reason to 'Incarcerated' as well? Or do you want to set the Placement Change Reason to 'Other' as the application does today?  The group agreed to change current functionality so that if a Placement Episode Termination Reason of 'Incarcerated' is selected and the Placement Change Reason is blank, the Placement Change Reason will default to 'Incarcerated'.
Issue #90 – If the user selects an Agency Responsible of either 'LA-Indian Child Welfare' or 'Indian Child Welfare' and they select a Tribe, should we blank out the Tribe if the user changes the Agency Responsible to a value that's not 'LA-Indian Child Welfare' or 'Indian Child Welfare'?  The group agreed to blank out the Tribe when the Agency Responsible is changed to a value other than 'LA-Indian Child Welfare' or 'Indian Child Welfare'.  The following message will be displayed:

'Changing the Agency Responsible will remove the Tribe (%s) that was entered on the Non-CWD page.  Proceed?'  Substitute '%s' with the Tribe selected on the Non-CWD page.
Issue #91 – Today in the SOC 158 Client Notebook 6 clients have an Age at Adoption entered while 'No' or 'Unknown' is selected for 'Ever Adopted'. When the user migrates this client's info to Client Services, the Adoption Age field will be disabled because it conflicts with the Previously Adopted selection of 'No' or 'Unknown'. The user can correct this conflicting data by clicking the 'Yes' option button, OR by clicking the 'Yes' option button and then clicking 'No' or 'Unknown' again to clear the Adoption Age field. Please confirm that no data recovery is required for this situation.  IBM will provide a report listing the SOC 158 clients with conflicting Ever Adopted and Adoption Age fields.  This report will include Client Name, Birth Date and 17 digit Client Identifier.
Issues #92-#95 – These issues were not fully discussed during this call due to time constraints.
Please email Colin.Kelley@OSI.ca.gov  with any questions regarding these minutes.
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